
California Rice Industry Association
Comments on CALFED Bay-Delta Program

Draft Pn~gramma tic Environmental Impact Statement /
Environmental Impact Report

Need for...transparencv, CALFED li~ts its primary objectives as improving
"~~osystem quality," ;’water supply" "water quality (for all beneficial uses)," and.
"vulnerability of Delta functions." To the extent these goals often dovetail with
each other, there has been some confusion about where policies will develop
~nslde the. CAL~D process. For example, Watershed Coordinate( was
recently removed from the Water ~ali~ ~rogram and promote.d .to program
status. Meanwhile, the Ecosystem R~tor~t~on Program, itself a "common
program," contains many elements of both watershed management and water
quality. The Water Quality Technical Group established "P~rameters of Concern"
for constituents in surface waters, but it remains unclear what linkage
process will h~ve to others within CALFED. It also remains unclear wl~a~ r.le the
Comprehensive Monitoring, Assessment and Research Plan (CM ARP) will play
in the overall scope of CAL~D w~ter quali~ efforts. In rice cultivati~~n (as in
nearly, all of agriculture), tailwater/agncultural drainage management, is an issue
of ¢r~tical concern. CAI,FED has not yet ~de it clear how these issues will be
pr~cessed, nor in which intra-CAL~D fo~ms they will be discussed. The
inherent lack of struc~re in the pr~ess makes a fertile environment for
"underground regulation," in which d~ussions that could become durable
policy are taking place, increasingly, ~ a diverse number of forums, sometimes
with little, if any, appropriate and meaningful notice to interested parties. We at
CRIA believe it is critical that CALFED s~ive aggressively for transparency and
simplicity in this process.

Performance targets. Over the past year, we have suggested that great care be
~;X-~bcised to e~Sfi~e that CALFED identifications of water bodies and

Acts S~ " ~contaminants of concern do not go beyond the federal Clean Water ~ ’ ~
303(d) list, nor beyond ~hose outlined in the Cen~al Valley Regional Water
Quali~ Control Board’s Basin Plan. We also have advocated that a process be
included to ensure that as the Bas~ PI~ ~d 303(d) listings are updated,
corresponding CAI.FED documents be revised to remain consistent. In ~ther
words, any CALFED reporting of !~d ¢ontam~ants or numeric targets should
show a direct llnk to the regulatory agency that created that informatkn~, and a
direct link to the site in question. ~ere should not be a separate list ~}f "CA I,FED
numbers." So far, CALFED has shown a willingness to adhere to this value .f
"not setting numbers," and, we support a continued commi~ent t~ that theme.
in the cas~ of the insecticide, carbofuran, CALFED linked, its "performance target"
directly to the Regional Water Board’s Bash~ Plan, a concept we support.

~. Notwithstanding the comments ~ #2 above, we remain in
opposition to CALFED’s identification of carbofuran as a constituent of co,cern
in the Sacramento R~ver and Delta, despite the fact that it i.~ n~t identified under
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act as impair~g ~e Delta, and was recen.tly
removed from the main stem Sacramento River portion of the 303(d) list.
Members of the Water Quality Technical Group opted to keep carbofura~ on
CAI.FED’s l~t, ¢it~g the fact that carbofuran remains on the 303(d) list

C--01 4070
C-014070



dUL-01-~8 02:01 FRON= CA RICE IND ASSOC (CRIA? ID: ~IS~2-~3.~.qS PAGE S

CRIA comments, (.’AI ,FED Draft PgIg/EIR
Page 2 of 3

impairing the Colusa Basin Drain. Presumably, the logic here is that somehow,
carbofuran applied to rice fields could impair the Delta or Sacramento River. In
fact, recent monitoring from the Sacramento River Watershed Program ha~
shown that carbofuran is not even linked to toxicity in the Colusa Basin Drain,
when: it would be expected to have its highest concentrations. Tracing the logic
that leads to its inclusion in the PEIS/EIR, one would have to conclude that any
pesticide that impairs any water in the Central Valley should be included as a
"parameter of concern." In light of CALFED’s mission statement, "to restore
ecologica! health and improve water management for beneficial uses of the Bay-
Delta," it is difficult to understand why and on what basis carbofuran was
included. Unfortunately, this does not leave us with a comfortable assurance that
other crop protection materials will not be targeted in the future under
potentially capricious circumstances.

Coordinatioo of monitorinz. !t is critical that any new water quality monitoring
authorized by and funded b~; CALFED (as described in the PEIS/EIR) be
coordinated carefully with existing monitoringprograms, such as the
Sacramento River Watershed Program, to avoidboth duplication and
inefficiency. Much is already known about contaminants that do (and many that
do not) have discernible impacts on the Bay-Delta ecosystem. Working with
these existing programs will help to ensure that a compreher~sive approach is
taken to monitoring, and may help prevent an unfair or unwarranted f~.cus on
specific regions, agricultural practices or constituents. By examining some work
already completed by these programs, it may also ensure that assumptions about
pollutants are based on data and science instead of speculation.

~cie~tific basis for assump~io~ .~bout chemicals and....vesticides. [n its Waler
Quality Component, CALFED has recommended sp~ific actions and targets in
relation to certain constituents of concern. Presumably, under the "adaptive
management" strategy detailed in the PEIS/EIR, targets could change, new
constituents be listed, and more actions be recommended. While "adaptive
management" is sensible policy, we strongly urge CAl..FED to provide assurances
that strategies affecting agricultural drainage and pesticides managt:ment will be
solidly based in science and (as stated above) coordinated with ongoing
regulatory efforts. CALFED should avoid the often-popular assumption that all
pesticides and chemical fertilizers, in any amounts, in any waters, cause
significant harm to the environment. The rice industry and many wildlife
groups strongly believe that fertilizers and pesticides, managed, wisely, sustain an
industry that offers man), environmental and economic benefits, including
habitat for waterfowl and other creatures, green-space buffers around urban
environments, and the addition of $1 billion, annually to the region’s t~conomy.
Protection of economically feasible crop production meth~ods is essential, to
maintaining the stability of this industry and the benefits it providts; without .it,
the region woukl likely experience a net decline in habitat and supplemental
habitat for waterfowl and other creatures, a result that would seem to run
counter to CALFED’s mission.

Relative imoact of ecosystem str.e.s_sg_r_s_’. The draft PEIS/EIR does not outline a
clear bluept;int leading ~o a basis for informed decisions about resource allocation
toward ecosystem restoration. Before these decisions can be n’tade, we must have
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a better idea of what factors are responsible for ecosystem decline, and how ~’nuch
of a role each factor play.,;..For example, if pesticide contamination .f surfacr
water is hypothetically thought to be responsible for les~ than 1 p~:rct, nt of
ecosystem decline, while altered and/or reverse flows make up, hypothetically,
50 percent of the problem, overfishing 20 percent, and invasion of native species
.30 percent, it makes sense to allocate resources accordingyl .... The PEIS/F.1R
certainly does not offer ~:nough information to support those types of res~urce
allocation decisions, but it also does not contain a plan to secure this vital
i~formation. There i~ no detailed explanatio,n, on how CMARP or any otl~.er
component of CALFED would gather the research data and other scientific basis
for making that sort of decision. This type of a blueprint is essential to prevent

~mphasis on..Be~t Management Practices a:n~o voluntary. incentives. ’l’ht~ rice
industry supports the CAI,FED Water Quality Program’s emphasis on financial
and regulatory incentives, rather than regulatory mandates, i.n meeting program
objectives. We would repeat here that it is critical for CAI,FED to remain an
instrument of cooperation for existing regulatory structures, and avoid the
temptation to create yet another regulatory framework. To the extent that
CALFED funding can support voluntary, incentive-based methods - for meeting
CALFED program goals and regulatory goals where they coincide - C.AI .FED
should do so.

preferr~..d.., alternative "water ¢~ ualitv.!.!...immcts, unclear. While the term "w ate r
quality" tends to vary somewhat i~ meahing throughout the CALFED process, it
is particularly problematic in the discussion of preferred alternatives.
Presumably, selection of a preferred alternative centers on the question of which
alternative provides the. best export water quality from the De.lta (with "quality"
in this context based largely on those factors most beneficial to provide.rs ~f urban
drinking water), while also improving the in-Delta ecosystem. However, it
remains unclear whether any of the preferred alternatives would, on balartce,
provide an overall net benefit in water quality or, more to the point, satisfy the
CAI,FED mission statement. Alternative 3, the most expen~iw~ of the proposed
solutions, would dramatically improve water quality for some exporters but not
oth, ers, and would do little for water quality in the Delta; in fact, in some parts of
the Delta, it may actually harm water quality. While it promises to be the most
effective in minimizing the effects of diversions on fisheries - cerlainly a
positive attribute - not enough is known about the other impacts and
consequences to the ecosystem of this major alteration in the structure ~f the
river and watershed. Without a comprehensive analysis, including projected
species recovery, role of preferred alternatives in relationship with common
programs, relative roles of system stressors (see #6 above), it ix profoundly
difficult tt~ develop the. cost-benefit assumptions necessary to select an
alternative. In other words, those who will pay for whatever preferred
alternative eventually goes forward must know that they will b~.~. gel.ling water
quality "bang for their buck" - arid that assurance must be stronger than simply
knowing that drinking water quality for south Delta exporters will be improved.
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